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EDITORIAL 
Declaring the Victory 


As regards the creation-science movement the time has come to declare the 
victory and get on with the task of implementing the new order of things. One 
of my recent speaking engagements exemplifies what is happening all around 
the country. | was invited to give a convocation for a small, mainline- 
denomination, liberal arts college. It was only a few years ago that a similar 
engagement ata nominally Christian college led to the most nasty and inhos- 
pitable reception | have ever received as a public speaker. For this reason, it 
was with trepidation that | approached the engagement. To my joy, | found that 
staunch, biblical creationism had not merely established a beachhead with a 
few of the students — as is so often the case — but that the faculty was, as one 
member put it, “split right down the middle on creation/evolution.”’ | was told 
that in the biology department, for instance, there are two staunch creation- 
ists, two evolutionists and several faculty members somewhere in the middle. 

One amusing incident pointed up the struggle for control that is taking place 
at this church-school campus. The creationists are in control of the committee 
responsible for selecting convocation speakers while the evolutionists /liberals 
have control in other areas. The creationists used their control of the convoca- 
tion selection process to invite a convocation speaker to argue for the principle 
of biblical inerrancy. Presumedly evolutionist and liberal faculty members had 
countered by scheduling a faculty retreat for that day. 

When | arrived at the campus, the campus minister, an enthusiastic and 
dedicated Bible-believer in his early thirties, greeted me. He was in charge of 
scheduling convocations and thus primarily responsible for my invitation to 
speak. Earlier on the phone he had urged me not to compromise the message. 
“| would not at this point characterize this school as Christian,’ he confided, 
“but, we are working on it.” | found that my coming had been prepared by 
much prayer, which no doubt explains why the whole visit was so blessed. My 
presentation was enthusiastically received by a full and attentive auditorium of 
students, faculty and staff members. Following the convocation a question and 
answer session followed in one of the science classes. Again, the atmosphere 
was positive. At a final luncheon meeting we discussed the possibility of 
further campus visits to explore ideas on infusing new life and vitality into the 
concept of liberal arts studies by focusing explicitly on the biblical doctrines of 
God's creation of the heavens and earth and man in His own image. | closed 
my visit by stressing my conviction that such explicit focus on biblical creation 
and its implications for human artistic and scholarly activities is the only hope 
that Christian liberal-arts colleges have for a successful and dynamic future. | 
believe this is true for traditional liberal-arts studies in general. 


Paul D. Ackerman 
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ANNOUNCEMENTS 


Book Available 


lan T. Taylor's excellent /n the Minds of Men: Darwin and the New World 
Order, reviewed in Vol. IX, No. 1 (Fall 1986) of the CSSH Quarterly, may be 
ordered from TFE Publishing, 77 Huntley Street, Suite 1016, Toronto, Ontario 
MA4Y 2P3, Canada. Price per copy is $25.00 ppd. and well worth it for this 
information-packed volume 


Historical Study Published 


A historical study by CSSHQ contributor Ellen Myers, “Uncertain Trumpet: 
The Russian Orthodox Church and Russian Religious Thought, 1900-1917” 
has been published in the Journal of Christian Reconstruction, Vol. X\, No. 1 
(1986). This Journal appears once or twice per year. We highly recommend it. 
Subscription information may be obtained from Chalcedon, P.O. Box 158, 
Vallecito, CA 95251 


Sociology Textbook Resource Material 


A book of readings and assorted essays by various Christian writers on 
sociology has been put together by Professor Donald Ratcliff of Toccoa Falls 
College. Most sections are photocopies of magazine articles. The book is 
spiral-bound and finished as inexpensively as possible. Christian sociologists 
may wish to contact Prof. Ratcliff, c/o Toccoa Falls College, Toccoa Falls, GA 
30598. Prof. Ratcliff is a former student of our Voting Member, Dr. Edward 
Coleson, to whom we are grateful for this information. 


Book by Dr. Paul D. Ackerman on Evidences for 
Young Universe 


Dr. Ackerman’s book /t’s A Young World After A/l, published by Baker Books 
in June 1986, has been very well received. It is available from local Christian 
book stores or you may order it from us at $8.00 per copy postpaid. 


LETTERS AND COMMENTS 


Dear Editor 

We have made a tactical error in pushing ‘creation science’ rather than 
attacking directly evolution on a religious and philosophical basis. Evolution is 
the religious doctrine of Secular Humanism. Thus evolution should be banned 
from the classroom. Creationists should be constantly forcing the debate into 
the religious and philosophical realm. Then, by pointing out there can only be 
but two world views, antithetical world-views — (1) matter and life were 
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created, or (2) matter with the potentiality for life has always existed — we can 
show just how irrational the world view of evolution really is. 
From the articles printed in your Quarterly, it would seem we are of one 

mind. 

In the spirit of Titus 1:9, 

Charles Cook 

Center for Creation Studies 

12259 Oriole Avenue 

Grand Terrace, Ca 92324 


A number of essays by Mr. Cook and other creationist materials are available 
from the above address. 


(continued from page 24) 


25 The full text of the Pascal Memorial is as follows: 


The Year of Grace 1654 
Monday, November 23rd 
From about 10:30 in the evening 
till about half past midnight 
Fire 
God of Abraham God of Isaac God of Jacob 
Not the God of philosophers and learned men 
Certitude certitude feeling joy peace 
God of Jesus Christ 
Forgetfulness of the world and of all save God 
He is only to be found through the Gospel 
Greatness of the human soul 
Joy joy joy tears of joy 
| have separated from him 
My God wilt thou leave me 
Let me not be separated from him eternally 
This is eternal life knowing thee the only true God 
and him whom thou hast sent Jesus Christ John 17:3 
Jesus Christ 
Jesus Christ 
| have separated from him | have run away from him 
| have denied him crucified him 
May | never be separated from him 
He is only to be kept through the Gospel 
Total and sweet renunciation 
Total surrender to Jesus Christ and to my director 
Eternally joyful 
for one single day of renunciation on earth 


The memorial was found sewn in a seam of Pascal's coat upon his death in 
1662. 


A Proof for Creation: 
The Hostility of Creation Denied 
Ellen Myers 


God warned Adam and Eve that if they ate of the forbidden tree of the 
knowledge of good and evil, they would surely die, and they did. They forfeited 
life in Eden, the “garden of delight.’ The ground was cursed for their sakes, 
and brought forth thorns and thistles (Genesis 3:17-18). Disobedience to the 
Creator and His fixed creation decree for man and the world reaped hostility of 
creation denied toward man. 

We find this principle reiterated elsewhere in Scripture. The creation, when 
denied by man’s rebellion against God, witnesses to God’s eternal power and 
Godhead (Romans 1:18-20) by strictly enforcing man’s submission to its 
inherent, fixed laws by peril, pain, sickness and death. For example, when Cain 
killed his brother Abel, Abel’s blood cried to God from the ground which had 
received it. The result was Cain’s, the tiller of the ground’s, being ‘cursed from 
the earth,’”’ so that henceforth it would no longer “yield her strength” to him 
(Genesis 4:3-12) 

The creation witnesses man’s deeds. Joshua could say of a stone that “‘it 
hath heard all the words of the LORD which he spake unto us: it shall be 
therefore a witness unto you, lest ye deny your God’ (Joshua 24:27). Moses 
therefore quite literally called upon the heavens and the earth to hear his 
words to the people of Israel in praise of the Lord (Deuteronomy 32:1-3). Most 
striking of all Bible passages about the witness of creation itself against 
God-denying man isa statement of Jesus Christ Himself. When the Pharisees 
asked Him to rebuke His disciples for welcoming Him as “the King coming in 
the name of the Lord: peace in heaven, and glory in the highest” (Luke 19:38), 
He answered: “I tell you that, if these should hold their peace, the stones would 
immediately cry out” (Luke 19:40) 

The rest of creation watches and suffers while man himself is subject to the 
bondage of corruption due to his rebellion against the Creator. The apostle Paul 
tells us of this fact in one of the Bible’s most revelatory, sad, yet gloriously 
hopeful passages (Romans 8 18-23). This passage teaches that redemption in 
Christ is effective not only for believing, born-again “‘children of God” in their 
“glorious liberty’ (Romans 8:21), but also all His creation. Our God's eternal 
purpose Is established in and from the beginning of creation (Acts 15:18) and 
forever. The fixed laws and created individual entities of creation which we 
observe and must conform to are but the results and the proof of His eternal 
dominion and providence 

While originally made for God’s joy and man’s benefit, creation is of neces- 
sity hostile to men ignoring or defying it. Just so a hot stove, invented to cook 
nourishing and delicious food, painfully blisters the finger of the child who 
disregards his elder’s warning, “don’t touch — HOT.” We see the hostility and, 
so to speak, retribution of creation in our own bodies. We require a balanced 
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diet and sufficient rest for well-being and life itself. We inevitably suffer when 
denying our bodily needs and limits. This is a commonplace of elementary 
knowledge, and it is a corollary of the fixed created identity of man. So is the 
innate 24-hour rhythm or cycle of our bodily functions, found also in many 
other organisms. Man’‘s body rebels when this rhythm is violated, for instance 
in transcontinental air travel through the well-known “jet lag." This rhythm fits 
the biblical record of creation in six 24-hour days, but it does not fit supposed 
eons of evolving time and time spans. Many more examples exist which show 
that the denial of our physical created identity and its fixed needs and limits 
entails our physical suffering. While everyone really knows this, the basis and 
explanation of this fact in creation is not often recognized 

In other practical matters the fixed laws and boundaries of creation are plain 
and inescapable. Anyone working with plants knows that he will reap what he 
sows, that different plants require different conditions of soil and climate, that 
plants cannot live without water, that there are limits to selective breeding 
determined by the gene pool of the kind of plant we work with, and soon All 
this is true for animal husbandry as well. Sometimes we “stretch” the limits of 
the original kind by purchasing one desired trait at the cost of sacrificing 
another. Likewise, we disregard the specific qualities of the materials we use 
in construction and engineering only at our peril. Especially in medicine the 
penalties of faulty medication are immediately evident, proving the fixity of 
created, inherent qualities of both medicinal substances and of the human 
body. 

Man’‘s practical existence in this world is thus evidently dependent upon his 
knowledge of and obedience to certain fixed principles. Now fixed principles 
are compatible with biblical creation, but not with the fundamental flux and 
change of any and all evolutionist models. Evolutionist belief in perennial flux 
and change at the root of all phenomena cannot account for the fact that 
poison does not heal but kills, that oaks always grow from acorns, or any other 
fixity of nature. To the evolutionist, the common truth of gardening and 
agriculture which provides his physical sustenance, ‘‘as you sow, so shall you 
reap,’ must be false, as for him genetic and environmental change takes place 
continually, either gradually (Darwinism) or by ““mega-leaps’’ (Gould-Eldredge’s 
punctuated equilibrium). Because of their denial of creation and its fixed kinds 
and laws, evolutionists could not produce and really cannot account for the rise 
of modern science. Instead, modern scientific advances had to await the 
coming and expansion of biblical creation-based Christianity (see Stanley Jaki, 
Science and Creation) 

Whatall this amounts to is that evolutionism militates against survival of any 
and all natural entities. Darwinist evolutionism with its gradual transmutation 
of species amounts to continual dying out of species as they are transformed 
Punctuated equilibrium evolutionism is really an accommodation to the fun- 
damentally creationist “appearances” of the fossil record and the world we 
observe, thatis, “stasis” or absence of change and flux. The very ‘“‘mega-leaps” 
it postulates require genetic changes of a kind (mutation) which almost always 
instantly kills. Furthermore, the strange new entity suddenly arising through 
an alleged genetic “‘mega-leap” requires not flux, but fixity both of its own kind 
and in the world around it if it is to survive. This is really the error of evolu- 
tionism, and the proof for creation, in a nutshell: survival requires fixity of 
inheritance, environment, and behavior. Evolution, as evolution, denies fixity 
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Creation, as creation, establishes fixity. The god of theistic evolution cannot be 
a true God because he ts the author of flux and death rather than fixed creation 
and thus survival-life 

Probably the denial of creation most harmful and hostile to man himself is 
found in human society. The history of mankind, particularly in our own 
century, clearly confirms that creation denied becomes the enemy of creation- 
denying man. It is as Whittaker Chambers has written: ‘Man cannot organize 
the world for himself without God; without God man can only organize the 
world against man." In its most innocuous form this fact is shown by creation- 
denying man’s inability to give reliable advice and guidance to his fellow men. 
A humble erstwhile evolutionist college professor admitted that he “wasn’t 
able to offer much guidance as a teacher. | thought my ideas were no better 
than anybody else's, and | never considered God's ideas. So, it was a matter of 
‘what works for you,’ which wasn't too helpful to students, of course,’ A lack 
of values and fixed principles from which to counsel naturally stems from any 
perspective ignoring creation 

Active pursuit of philosophies, policies and views denying creation wreaks 
even more havoc upon man, precisely to the extent of their consistency and 
implementation. C.S. Lewis sums up what happens: 

What Satan put into the heads of our remote ancestors was the idea that 
they could ‘be like gods” — could set up on their own as if they had 
created themselves And out of that hopeless attempt has come 
money, poverty, ambition, war, prostitution, classes, empires, slavery 
—the long terrible story of man trying to find something other than God 
which will make him happy. 

The reason why it can never succeed is this. God made us; invented us 
as a man invents an engine. A car is made to run on gasoline, and it 
could not run properly on anything else. Now God designed the human 
machine to run on Himself. He Himself is the fuel our spirits were 
designed to burn, or the food our spirits were designed to feed on. There 
is no other. Thatis why itis just no good asking God to make us happy in 
Our own way . 

That is the key to history. Terrific energy is expended — civilizations 
are built... but Some fatal flaw always brings the selfish and cruel 
people to the top and it all slides back into misery and ruin. In fact, the 
machine conks . .. They are trying to run on the wrong juice.* 

On occasion even passionate enemies of God and creation themselves 
recognize this truth dimly in their own despair. For example, V.1. Lenin wrote in 
a letter of 1921: “| hope we will be hanged on a stinking rope _ . . If this 
happens, it will be well done.”’® Lenin had already acknowledged earlier that 
“The [Soviet] state does not function as we desired. How does it function? The 
car does notobey. Amanis at the wheel and seems to lead it, but the car does 
not drive in the desired direction.””® 

In his famous poem, “The Hound of Heaven,’ Francis Thompson has unfor- 
gettably expressed the truth that created reality is the enemy of all who would 
deny God and His creation: 

| fled Him, down the nights and down the days; 
| fled Him, down the arches of the years, 

I fled Him, down the labyrinthine ways 
Of my own mind; and in the mist of tears 
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| hid from Him, and under running laughter, 


They beat — and a Voice beat 
More instant than the Feet — 
“All things betray thee, who betrayest Me.” 


“Lo! naught contents thee, who content’st not Me.’” 

Our very misery, pain and death arising from denying creation and the Creator 
testify to the truth of creation as the foundation of reality, life and survival. In 
this hostility of creation denied, “the wrath of God is revealed from heaven 
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who hold down the truth 
in unrighteousness; because that which may be known of God is manifest in 
them; for God hath shewed it unto them. For the invisible things of him from 
the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that 
are made, even his eternal power and Godhead, so that they are without 
excuse” (Romans 1:18-20). 


NOTES 

'Gary E. Parker, From Evolution to Creation: A Personal Testimony (San Diego, 
CA: CLP Publishers, Second Printing 1980), p. 36. 

2Whittaker Chambers, Witness (New York: Random House, 1952), p. 83 

3Parker, From Evolution to Creation, p. 11. 

4C.S. Lewis, Mere Christianity (New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Paper- 
backs Edition, Nineteenth Printing 1975), pp. 53-54. 

5Quoted in Richard Wurmbrand, Marx and Satan (Westchester, IL: Crossway 
Books, 1986), p. 49. 

Sibid. 

7Hugh T. Kerr and John M. Mulder, eds., Conversions (Grand Rapids, MI. 
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1983), pp. 145, 146, 147, 148. 


We Are Teaching a Religion in 
Our Public Schools 
Randy Hedtke 


The Origins Question is Religious 

The question of the origin of life is inherently and unavoidably religious. 
However an individual or group answers the question as to how life arose, 
their answer becomes the basic tenet for their religious make-up. Trying to 
comprehend the creation-evolution controversy on a strictly scientific basis, 
which ts the desire of evolution proponents, is to deny any kind of resolution to 
the problem. No problem can be resolved unless all of the vital factors are 
assimilated. The scientific data for origins must always be considered with the 
knowledge that the much heralded scientific objectivity is not present. An 
investigator will always interpret data or use or exclude data on the basis of his 
religious belief. The typical high school textbooks are classic examples of this 
phenomenon 

The question of the origin of life centers on an animal origins belief or 
atheistic evolution and special creation. Because secular humanism, which 
requires evolution as its basic religious tenet, is presently in control of the 
public schools, textbooks and professional journals, the data concerning the 
question of the origin of life is interpreted or used or excluded in order to 
substantiate their religious belief. They do not intend to lose their monopolistic 
control. It is absolutely against their religion to tolerate other religious points of 
view 

There seems to be no end to the particular animal chosen as an ancestor for 
the animal origins belief. The Wanika, in East Africa, believe they came from 
the hyena. Another African tribe names the hippopotamus. The natives in 
Madagascar claim the first of their line was a large lemur, a nocturnal animal 
similar to monkeys! This belief could have come right out of a present-day 
evolution textbook. Other animals claimed as ancestors are tigers, apes, cats, 
goats, buffalo, etc. The evolution belief reaches back beyond the lemur and 
postulates that humans came up through the ranks from their particular idea 
of the ultimate ancestor, the organic matter in a primordial sea. The second 
category of belief, supernatural creation, that human beings were created 
from clay or the dust of the earth, is equally widespread around the world. In 
the industrial civilizations, the ancient animal origins belief has taken on the 
form of a sophisticated theory and has become the basic doctrine of secular 
humanism. Actually, secular humanism is a misnomer that is misleading to 
the general public. The word secular means “not belonging to a religious 
order” but, as the Supreme Court has determined, it is a bonafide religion. A 
more appropriate name for secular humanism and more revealing to the 
general public would be sectarian humanism. A sect may be defined as “a 
group having in common a leader or a distinctive doctrine; a following; a 
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school, as a philosophy” or, ‘‘a party dissenting from an established or parent 
church.” 


Evolution is an Animal Origins Belief 

Until recent times, the animal origins belief was not widely accepted in 
Western industrial cultures because of Christian influence. Then, something 
historically unprecedented happened which gave the animal origin belief a 
tremendous boost in popularity; the economic, scientific, and technological 
revolution began. The new materialism of the day, the belief ina utopian world 
through human accomplishment, and the subsequent belief that there is no 
higher authority than humans themselves, were ideal conditions for proselytiz- 
ing the animal origins belief. The revolution gave rise to sc/entism, the huma- 
nist philosophy that science confirms the supremacy of natural law and refutes 
the belief in the supernatural. 

All that was needed to clinch the movement was a credible, non-creation 
scientific theory for the origin of life, namely, organic evolution. Organic 
evolution became the modern, pseudo-scientific form for the age-old animal 
origins belief. One author speculated as follows on evolutionary theory's 
acceptance: 

One probable reason for the relative freedom which evolution enjoyed 
lies in its close ties with all other aspects of science. Science and 
technology were, after all, the mainstay of economic expansion. Many 
scientists were or became evolutionists, and it must have seemed to 
most social leaders that evolution was a scientific foible which would 
have to be tolerated.” 

Just what are the implications of converting the animal origins belief into an 
alleged scientific theory? The historical significance is profound. What the 
animal origins believers succeeded in doing was to eliminate creation as a rival 
religious belief. They were no longer competing on a religious basis; the animal 
origins belief had been transformed into an alleged scientific theory and 
science had become the most pervasive, most influencial force in society. It 
was simply no contest in the minds of many people. Many people, then and 
now, labored under the misconception that the creation belief is archaic and 
evolution is the ‘“‘new” explanation for the origin of life, when in reality 
evolution is the ancient animal origins belief packaged as a new scientific 
theory. It was a brilliant strategic maneuver, a maneuver that had been the 
hope and dream of others preceding Darwin, which ts why itis often stated that 
“evolution was in the air” in the years prior to the publication of the Origin of 
Species. 


The Importance of Knowing the Correct Context of the Controversy 

As evolutionary theory became popular under the auspices of science, the 
clergy naturaly responded by declaring it heresy. Evolution proponents in turn 
responded that evolution was in the domain of science and not religion and 
was therefore immune to criticism from the religious establishment. The 
strategy of separating evolution from religion was effective to the extent that 
the clergy was more or less hamstrung in their efforts to stop its spread. 

It then became the responsibility of creation scientists to respond, they met 
evolution theorists on their own ground, the science arena. In recent years, the 
controversy has taken the form of creation science vs. evolution science and 
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again the clergy, those who continue to believe in special creation, have been 
to a large degree excluded from the fray. As a result of the creation scientists’ 
efforts, there has been a growing public awareness that the evolution interpre- 
tation of the data is not infallible and that there is a case for creation within a 
scientific framework, at least equal to that of evolution. Again evolutionists 
have responded that they have a monopoly on science while creationists are 
religious. The fact of the matter is that evolutionists are just as religious as the 
creationists. 

No controversy can ever be settled if it is never held in the participants’ 
minds in the proper context. As previously explained, evolutionists were suc- 
cessful in making it appear to be a science vs. religion issue, which is incorrect. 
Later, up to the present time, it became a science vs. science issue, which 
subverts the issue. The reality of it all is that it is a religion vs. religion issue. 
That was the case in the past and it continues to be so in the present. Only if itis 
comprehended in that context can the issue be resolved. No amount of scien- 
tific parlance can change the religiosity of the origins controversy. 


Religious Beliefs are Immune to Scientific Disproof 

We should not think for one moment that a religious belief is in any way, 
shape or form accountable to any kind of rigorous scientific methodology. For 
example, the following axiom from W. Stanley Jevon’s book, A Treatise on 
Logic and the Scientific Method, will not apply: “A single absolute conflict 
between fact and hypothesis is fatal to the hypothesis.’ Or to state it another 
way: ‘Agreement with fact is the sole and sufficient test of a true hypothesis.” 
Religious beliefs cannot be disproved with scientific data. Scientific data are 
only useful in refuting mundane, everyday phenomena that are devoid or any 
philosophical or religious overtones that will bias the investigator. Contradic- 
tory data for a particular belief will first of all be ignored and, if that is not 
possible, the belief will simply take on a new form in order to incorporate the 
contradictory data. The primary objective is to preserve the essential point of 
the belief. Scientific methodology and scientific integrity are secondary 
considerations. 

To further illustrate my contention thata religious belief cannot be disproved 
with scientific data, let us consider the following contradictions concerning 
two different origins beliefs. Another category of animal origins belief is that of 
humans mating with animals. A variety of animals such as frogs, wolves, fish, 
deer, etc. are believed to be ancestors by means of human-animal matings. 
What would happen if one were to attempt to persuade someone out of their 
belief ina human-animal mating origin, using scientific data. One could inform 
them that the biochemistry and the chromosome number of the egg and sperm 
of a human and animal are so incompatible that fertilization could not occur. 
This is obvious in that we do not see offspring produced from widely differing 
species. |am certain that the scientific data would be just so much drivel to an 
uneducated native and he or she would simply insist that when the mating 
occurred, none of the conditions of incompatibility, even if they are valid, 
applied in the past. Because science cannot prove the past and because the 
question of origins is ultimately religious, the native cannot be faulted for 
ignoring the scientific data. 

A similar case for ignoring scientific data may be made concerning an 
evolutionary belief in origins. There is a law in biology called The Law of 
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Biogenesis, which means that life may come only from life. The opposite of 
biogenesis is abiogenesis meaning that life can arise from nonliving matter 
Biogenesis is usually explained in the textbooks along with the classical 
experiments conducted by Francisco Redi, Louis Pasteur, and Lazzaro Spallan- 
zani that finally disproved abiogenesis. Obviously, according to the evolution 
belief, at some time in the past life had to arise spontaneously from nonliving 
matter, contrary to the Law of Biogenesis. If one were to point this out as 
evidence against evolution, the sophisticated scientists, for whom the data 
should really count, simply uses the same excuse as the uneducated native by 
insisting that conditions were different in the past, permitting abiogenesis to 
occur. This is exactly the claim made by present-day evolutionists. 

l agree with the National Academy of Sciences that, “Truly scientific under- 
standing cannot be attained or even pursued effectively when explanations not 
derived from or tested by the scientific method are accepted.’’* 


A New Biology or New Schools? 

The knowledge that there is nothing new under the sun — that evolutionary 
theory is a subterfuge for the ancient animal origins belief, that science cannot 
prove the past and can only speculate biasedly about it, casts a different light 
on the entire controversy. One can only conclude the truth — the question of 
the origin of life is outside the realm of science. 

In a booklet entitled Science and Creationism, the Council of the National 
Academy of Science stated the following resolution: 

Religion and science are separate and mutually exclusive realms of 
human thought whose presentation in the same context leads to mis- 
understanding of both scientific theory and religious belief.® 

l agree with them. And | also challenge them to discover a testable, ongoing 
mechanism for the animal origins belief which would then constitute legiti- 
mate science. Otherwise, let us call a spade a spade and level with students 
that in the absence of a verifiable mechanism, evolution is religion 
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Indoctrination by Our 
Public Schools 


Jerry Bergman 


Christians for the past dozen years or so have become increasingly discour- 
aged with the public school system (Whitehead, 1985). The writer, as a public 
school educator, has taught from pre-school to the graduate level for almost a 
decade and a half. His experience has forced him to conclude that this discour- 
agement is fully justified. 

Schools, Indoctrination Centers? 

Schools are openly indoctrination institutions, designed to inculcate in their 
students a specific set of values and beliefs. As Roberts (1981:28) notes: 

The school is an agency formally charged by society with the task of 
socializing the young in particular skills and values. We usually think of 
the school as being mainly concerned with teaching skills and knowl- 
edge... . But the schools in every society also engage in outright indoc- 
trination in values. We may find this fact more readily apparent in 
societies other than our own — until we consider the content of. . . [our 
own schools]. The school socializes not only through its formal academic 
curriculum but also through the “hidden curriculum” implicit in the 
content of school activities, ranging from regimented classroom sche- 
dules to organized sports. 

From a Christian view, some of the values and beliefs indoctrinated are 
positive (a love of learning) but others are negative (the discarding of all 
absolute values). A major problem is that the anti-Christian side of religious 
questions are often forcefully and persuasively presented with impunity, but 
the Christian position is typically censored out of the curriculum (Bergman, 
1980). The reason for this one-sided indoctrination is that the anti-Christian 
position is “secular,” and thus can be taught. The Christian side, though, is 
viewed as ‘religious,’ and separation of church and state requirements, it is 
often successfully but incorrectly argued, prohibits this side from being pre- 
sented (Whitehead, 1983, 1985). While teaching content guidelines are often 
not rigidly enforced, and somewhat up to the discretion of the teacher, a strong 
pervasive pattern exists for the anti-Christian side to be presented far more 
often, especially in the larger city and suburban school districts. The creation 
view of origins, it is felt, cannot be taught because it is “religious,” but the 
anti-creation position can because it is secular, and is not teaching ‘‘religion,” 
and therefore is objective and “proper.” Enforcement of this position is ironi- 
cally more common at the higher grade levels. 

The writer's experience is that positive comments about Christian values 
and religion in general, in both the behavioral and natural sciences, are rare, 
especially at the college level. On the other hand, negative comments (many 
times inaccurate or grossly distorted, to say the least) are commonly made. In 
the writer's entire undergraduate education (four majors) and graduate train- 
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ing (completion of the equivalent of three Ph.D.s) he has heard, at best, three 
clearly positive comments about Christianity. 

These comments specifically were, that ‘the church” has historically 
assumed a major responsibility in the care of the mentally and physically sick 
(during the middle ages, it was noted, in many monasteries the care was of 
fairly high quality and very compassionate). The second was made by a 
strongly anti-Christian professor who almost every class criticized both reli- 
gious believers and their beliefs. Yet, he once admitted that the only effective 
rehabilitation that he had seen work in prison was religious conversion. The 
third comment was by a Jewish professor who stated that, for ancient histori- 
cal writing, the Old Testament contained a lot of “wisdom,” and a remarkably 
high level of insight. He was not implying that the Hebrew Scriptures were 
God's word (and made this clear) but only that their level of insight was 
“interesting!” His other comments about religion were quite critical, especially 
of Christianity. 

On the other hand, | can remember countless negative comments toward 
Christianity and religion in general. A few of my professors seemed to feel that 
their main goal in the class was to lambast Christian and all religious beliefs, 
values, ideas, and persons. And most of the time, when they did so, religion 
had nothing to do with the subject matter at hand. For example, in one 
undergraduate biology class (which was recorded and transcribed), the profes- 
sor often mocked Christianity. Below are some excerpts which not only reveal 
the professor's lack of knowledge about the Scriptures but are obviously totally 
inappropriate in a biology class(in this class alone the professor spent an entire 
hour, nonstop, criticizing Christianity and the Bible). 

But anyway... Mylast. . .| want to discuss[is] what! think is the basic 
error of fundamentalist [Christian] thinking. The fundamentalists believe 
that the Bib/e is true throughout. However, it is obvious, .. to anyone 
who has read the Bible, that it is full of internal contradictions. 
[He then gave several of what he thought were examples.] 
Another interesting. . . contradiction in the Bible occurs in Genesis 6:19 
— “And of every living of all flesh, two of every sort shalt thou bring into 
the ark to keep them alive with thee. They shall be male and female.” 
[Genesis] 6:20 — “Fowl after their kind, of every creeping thing of the 
earth after its kind, two of every sort shall come unto thee to keep them 
alive.” [Genesis] 6:22 — “Thus did Noah.” | call to your attention that in 
these two passages two of every sort are brought into the ark. [Genesis] 
7:2 — “Of every clean beast, thou shalt take to thee by sevens, the male 
and his female.” [Genesis] 7:3 — “The fowls also of the air by sevens.” 
[Genesis] 7:5 — “And Noah did it unto all the Lord commanded him.” 
Thatis very difficult for Noah, even granting an Omnipotent deity to carry 
out two contradictory commands, To take two of everything vs. taking 
seven of the clean beasts and fowls and two of everything else. That's a 
clear-cut contradiction any way you look at it. 

Although many professors do not go to this extreme, similar ignorance is 
constantly passed off as “knowledge” in our university classrooms today! 

In a graduate level course entitled “Myth and Myth Making," although the 
professor was extremely knowledgeable and very open to alternative points of 
view (he was an excellent discussion facilitator), it was clear from most of the 
student comments that, among other things, they assumed a priori that 
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evolution is true, and as no one mentioned theistic evolution, atheistic evolu- 
tion was implied. While few blatantly anti-religious comments were made, the 
underlying assumptions were basically this view. This form of indoctrination, 
though, is more subtle but far more effective. If a student verbalized, “‘l think 
that God is a myth and does not exist,” this confrontation might elicit any latent 
religious feelings that other students still had. 

Blatant propaganda is far less effective, and this makes the pervasive 
indoctrination of the public schools all the more dangerous. As an example, in 
this class, half of one class period was spent discussing allusions to animalsin 
everyday speech (he is as sly as a fox, eats like a bird, is messy aS a pig, etc.) as 
well as in literary metaphors. Several of the students suggested that these 
allusions were common because of man’s kinship with animals and that, 
indeed, humans could have inherited some of these traits from these particular 
animals in their long line of evolution, in essence picking and choosing traits 
along the way. Thus humans, indeed, do have traits that some animals manif- 
est. Although students suggested that there are many inaccuracies (owls are 
not actually wise compared to birds, pigs are among the smartest of animals, 
etc.) nonetheless, the alleged similarities were noted. 

Probably the best example of indoctrination, partially because it is clearly 
anti-religious, is that typically found in Death and Dying classes. The writer has 
had several courses titled variously Death and Dying, Bereavement, Sociology 
of Aging and similar classes. In a// of these courses, it was specifically taught 
as fact, and no one questioned it, that there is no life after death, and that the 
person dying ‘‘must accept this fact” instead of utilizing “rationalizations” or 
“delusions” to deal with “reality” such as death is not the end of life. Also 
criticized were such euphemisms as “‘passed away,” he is now ‘beyond the 
veil” or “is with the Lord.” In several classes it was specifically stressed that 
these terms should never be used in reference to the dying or dead. The person 
is simply “dying” or “has died” and, except in our memory, is gone forever. 

In the three classes the writer has been part of, there was no recognition of, 
or even awareness indicating that many people believe that death of the body 
is not the everlasting end of the person's consciousness or existence. This 
teaching |s clearly, blatantly anti-Christian. The courts have consistently ruled 
that, by law, the state is not to be hostile toward religion. Yet instruction in 
colleges typically is such. The instruction in these classes was specific and 
matter-of-fact. There is no life after death. 

This is obviously a subject of great importance to most religions. It touches at 
the heart of the meaning of our relationship to our Creator and the message of 
many western religions. Religion, especially Christianity and those that share 
its heritage, including the Judaism and the Islam faith, are especially con- 
cerned with salvation and the assurance of one’s life after physical death. 

This very position often taught in the schools and colleges is a primary 
teaching of latent atheism. The Detroit chapter of American Atheists, in its 
newsletter, published an article entitled, “Atheists Die — God Believers Pass 
On” which notes that the primary difference between atheists and “God 
believers” is that atheists find “strength that comes from facing [the] reality [of 
death as the final end] head on and dealing with it.” This is exactly the attitude 
which was openly conveyed in the death and dying, bereavement, and 
psychology-sociology of aging courses that the author pursued. 
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The Textbooks 

Most textbooks express, at least covertly, an anti-Christian bias. One text on 
Delinquency, Empy (1982), repeatedly stressed the “inferiority” of Christian 
principles and concepts. It was in parts especially critical of the Christian 
teaching of the innate depravity of man (and the necessity to “bring up a boy 
according to the way from him” to counteract the natural tendencies of 
selfishness, etc.). Christianity was repeatedly misrepresented (although the 
author had to admit that Christian acts of charity, kindness, etc., were frequent, 
if not common, in history). Yet, this text was actually more balanced than many 
that the writer has used in his teaching. 

Probably one of the most serious and common areas of censorship of 
creationism and theism in general is from textbooks (Bergman 1980). The 
writer, in order to earn the equivalent of three doctorate degrees, and from his 
teaching experience of over 18 years, has read literally hundreds of textbooks 
Virtually all of them assume a priori that there is no God, rarely even adopting 
the agnostic position. A textbook he used last term, Anthropology, by Ember & 
Ember (1985) assumes a prior/ reverse creationism, |.e., man created God, not 
the other way around. The only question is how and why we created theos 
One of the many theories developed to answer these two questions was that 
the human mind “needs” to explain certain events, such as the universe's 
existence. Thus our creation of God. Another is the idea that “the God belief’ is 
functional because it unifies society, facilitating social harmony and societal 
bonds which reduce the likelihood of suicide and other problems that stem 
from anomie. Another theory of why man created God, by Karl Marx, states 
that the idea of God is used by the powerful to control the powerless. 

A neutral position would take the agnostic view, i.e., note that some people 
believe that God indeed exists, and thus religion is a cultural universal 
because, as a result of the interaction of humans and God, humans have 
learned about Him. An example would be through the revelation as recorded in 
the Scriptures. Since all persons came from Adam, who clearly knew that God 
created him, this belief would be a universal cultural heritage, modified only by 
time and local conditions. Thus religion, for this reason, would be a cultural 
universal. This option could be presented in addition to the reverse creationism 
position, helping the text be fair and balanced, presenting both sides. 

These are only a few examples of an almost universal problem tn secular 
education. The Scriptural solution, as summarized by Hanes (1983:30), is as 
follows: 

In Ephesians 6:16-17, Paul urges us to put on the helmet of salvation to 
protect our minds against the fiery arrows aimed at us by the adversary. 
These “arrows” are not actual physical weapons but are. . . destructive 
false ideas whispered to us by a Spiritual enemy and meant to separate 
you from your [Christian] friends and. . . [God]. 

This state of affairs did not always exist, but is fairly recent. As Henry 
(1984:1) notes: 

At the onset of this century, the instructional program of the great 
Western universities frequently referred to the God of the Bible, the 
living self-revealing God. Courses ... gave prominence to the Ten 
Commandments and to the Sermon on the Mount, and presented Jesus 
of Nazareth as the perfect example of morality. . . By the late 1920s, a 
striking shift of perspective had prevailed. References to deity no longer 
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focused on the. . . self-revelatory God of Biblical theism, but rather on 
an anonymous God in general, a John Doe god 

The recent example of the Tennessee mother who was jailed over a “‘text- 
book battle,” illustrates that more and more this indoctrination is becoming 
“forced.” In this case the school refused to consider any alternatives to a 
“mandatory” reading book which, according to the mother, Mrs. Frost, advo- 
cated values to which she was strongly opposed. Ironically, the principal 
accused the mother of being a part of a “parental action group” which is part of 
“a national anti-public education movement that would like to indoctrinate 
students in its narrow religious and philosophical point of view” (quoted in 
Clark, 1984:62). 

Those who are endeavoring to achieve a more balanced presentation of 
origins and a less dogmatic teaching of atheistic evolution can attest that the 
controversy is not over the humanists trying to present a balanced view and 
the Christians a one-sided view, but more often the humanists wanting to 
indoctrinate their point of view only, and the creationists wanting at least a fair 
hearing 

The Christian response is to be aware specifically of the conditions in one’s 
local school district, especially if one’s own children, grandchildren, etc., 
attend. Secondly, one must bring to the attention of school boards problems of 
anti-religious bias. To do this, curriculum materials and textbooks must be 
examined and students asked as to what was discussed in the class 

The concern is not censorship, but insuring that the Christian position is 
fairly presented and that the prevalent anti-Christian indoctrination is modified 
so as to reduce the psychological rape of our Christian children (Glenn, 1985). 
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Creation and Science: 
The Work of Stanley L. Jaki 
Ellen Myers 


From time to time statements by the Catholic priest and eminent historian of 
science, Stanley L. Jaki, are quoted with approval in the literature of the 
modern creationist movement. A careful reading of Jaki’s overall work bears 
out his belief in the original creation of the universe by the God of Christendom. 
At the same time Jaki cannot be called a creationist in full agreement with 
strict adherents to the Bible, especially the Genesis record, because he accepts 
the inerrancy of this record only with qualifications of a “higher critical” 
nature. 

In his two most important books, Science and Creation and The Road of 
Science and the Ways to God, Jaki singles out belief in the Creator God of the 
Bible as the unique factor which made modern science possible only in the 
West. He substantiates this thesis with meticulous historical research, While 
Jaki has written other very instructive volumes (The Relevance of Physics; 
Brain, Mind and Computers; The Paradox of Olbers’ Paradox; The Milky Way: 
An Elusive Road for Science; Planets and Planetarians), Science and Creation 
and The Road of Science and the Ways to God stand in a class by themselves. 
They are the mature and comprehensive formulation of Jaki’s fundamental 
religious-philosophical convictions and his prodigious knowledge of the his- 
tory of religion and science. As such they deserve unbounded admiration, and 
they contain a wealth of useful and fascinating information for historians, 
philosophers of science, and natural scientists (in particular, physicists). They 
are accessible to the educated lay person as well. 

In his introduction to Science and Creation, Jaki points out the incontroverti- 
ble fact that “Only once, in the period of 1250-1650, did man’s scientific quest 
muster enough zest to grow into an enterprise with built-in vitality.” His 
explanation for this birth of science at this particular time and place, and in no 
other culture, is that 

Great cultures, where the scientific enterprise came to a standstill, 
invariably failed to formulate the notion of physical law, or the law of 
nature. Theirs was a theology with no belief in a personal, rational, 
absolutely transcendent Lawgiver, or Creator. Their cosmology reflected 
a pantheistic and animistic view of nature caught in the treadmill of 
perennial, inexorable returns. The scientific quest found fertile soil only 
when this faith in a personal, rational Creator had truly permeated a 
whole culture, beginning with the centuries of the High Middle Ages. It 
was that faith which provided, in sufficient measure, confidence in the 
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rationality of the universe, trust in progress, and appreciation of the 

quantitative method, all indispensable ingredients of the scientific 

quest. . . 

The future of man rests with that judgement which holds the universe 
to be the handiwork of a Creator and Lawgiver. To this belief, science 
owes its very birth and life. Its future and mankind's future rest with the 
same faith.' 

Jaki begins the substantiation of this thesis by a thorough investigation of the 
thought systems and the scientific achievements of the great civilizations of 
antiquity. He shows that they all shared a cosmology of an eternally self- 
existing, monist, pantheist and animist universe everlastingly fluctuating 
between long periods of expansion and contraction, ascent and descent, birth 
and death. One full cycle of such fluctuation became known as the “Great 
Year,’ a concept not fully rejected even in the Western Christian culture until 
the High Middle Ages. In such a universe man cannot produce lasting 
achievements because he is of necessity tied to an ultimately meaningless 
treadmill in the great cosmic wheel of eternal recurrences. In such an existen- 
tial situation, man’s highest wisdom consists in detachment from all purpose 
and desire. Help and guidance from a deity “beyond” this world is ruled out; the 
“gods” of antiquity symbolized the forces of nature and were themselves 
subject to it. Man can not only find no goals and purpose; he also can find no 
real rest. He may look forward only to temporary release from consciousness of 
and participation in the torment of existence upon his own death or upon the 
cyclical contraction/descent/death of the whole universe, before his reincar- 
nation or else before the new cosmic cycle begins. So far Jaki has not logically 
extrapolated from the fundamental monist cosmologies of the ancients but 
merely described their own deductions from their first principles as docu- 
mented in their own records. 

Jaki also shows that the ancients, whether in India, China, Egypt, Aztec, 
Inca, and Maya civilizations in South America, Babylonia, and ancient Greece, 
excelled in sometimes highly sophisticated observations of nature and the 
starry sky, and in practically useful technical inventions. Neither lack of intelli- 
gence, nor natural adversities (such as the inclement climate of Mesopotamia), 
nor enemy invasion or wars arrested their scientific progress. Upon a few 
occasions, most notably in ancient Greece, they advanced not only in utilitar- 
ian technology but also in abstract thought, such as Euclidean geometry, and 
in specifically science-related theorizing. However, even in Greece they 
stopped at the threshold of truly modern science. Within their common monis- 
tic premises, even their best thinkers, such as Aristotle and Plato, could not 
consistently do more than speculate on an ever shifting, animist world. As Jaki 
points out with regard to Hinduism specifically, but, of course, with general 
validity for all monist-pantheist-animist thought, “If man was a tiny part of a 
huge cosmic animal, there remained little if any psychological possibility that 
he could ever achieve a conceptual stance which would put him outside the 
whole for a critical look at it.”? Such a stance is not only psychologically 
unlikely, but also logically false if there is no ‘outside the whole” in reality. The 
Greek philosophers could only act “as if” it were possible for man to be a 
“subject” studying and making valid statements about the “object” of the rest 
of reality. Only a cosmology positing a personal Being apart from and above the 
universe, who Is in no way dependent upon the world, the world rather being 
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contingent upon him in all respects, who made man reasonable like himself, 
and the world amenable to man’‘s reason — that is, the cosmology of biblical 
creation, with it God — can give an epistemological foundation to man’s study 
of the world as though he really stood “‘outside it” as a “subject” investigating 
an “object.” It is to Jaki’s great credit that he emphasizes this crucial point 
many times both in Sc/ence and Creation, and in The Road of Science and the 
Ways to God. As he puts it in the latter, for example, when critiquing the 
fundamentally shallow and flawed but very influential book by Thomas S. 
Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 
To find the metaphysical beliefs, the other major constituent of para- 
digms, governing scientific research according to Kuhn, would have 
been... easy andrevealing. . . . it would have been enough to speak of 
one belief, the belief in a personal rational Creator. It was this belief, as 
cultivated especially within a Christian matrix, which supported the view 
for which the world was an objective and orderly entity investigable by 
the mind because the mind too was an orderly and objective product of 
the same rational, that is, perfectly consistent Creator.? 
Jaki shows on the basis of their own statements that all the great and truly 
revolutionary, that is, creative and innovating, scientists from Bacon to Ein- 
stein adhered at least to fundamental belief in an orderly and objective uni- 
verse investigable by man’s mind, although a few, such as Max Planck and 
Albert Einstein, rejected the Creator God as the substance of this assumption 
Charles Darwin, of course, would count as an exception to this rule if Jaki 
had included him among the great scientists. However, Jaki points out that 
Darwin’s theory of evolution was more philosophical than scientific, and never 
accepted by all scientists of note. Darwin's mechanism of natural selection 
was especially unsatisfactory from the start, and at any rate could not prove the 
absence of purpose in the universe. Then Jaki makes one of his most crucial 
points in his critique of evolutionism presupposing the absence of design: 
Yet the chaos itself,inherent in the concept of ateleological evolution, if it 
was to be helpful for science, could not be pictured as rigorously chaotic. 
The only kinds of chaos which are helpful to science are forms embody- 
ing singular specifics expressive of a design which in turn points to 
purpose. Failure to probe deeply into the meaning of the fact that a chaos 
ought to be a chaos designed if it is to serve science, including the 
science of evolution, has since Darwin been the single failure of most 
evolutionists.® 
Jaki does not hesitate to identify ‘a craving for the absence of metaphysical 
perspectives” as the chief ingredient of Darwinism besides scientific argu- 
ments. He ascribes ‘the flat declaration that Darwin was right and that 
mechanistic evolution is an indisputable fact” to this craving.® He then states 
that there have been minorities of reputable scientists dissenting from Darwin- 
ist dogma ever since the Origin was first published: “Indeed, the persistence 
over four generations of a minority quantitatively not at all small and qualita- 
tively most respectable, is quite a unique phenomenon in the history of modern 
science.”’” Dissenters to Darwinism were very strong during the decade before 
the centenary of the Origin. Already twenty years earlier, in 1937, all leading 
French biologists, collaborating in the fifth volume of the Encyclopédie 
frangaise, 
came toa conclusion almost impossible to believe and just as impossible 
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to find quoted: “It follows from this presentation that the theory of 
evolution is impossible. .. . Evolution is a kind of dogma in which its 
priests no longer believe but which they keep presenting to their people. 
So much about a matter which it takes courage to spell out so that men 
of the coming generation may orient their research in a different way. 8 
For these and other reasons Jaki believes that matters with evolutionary 
theory stand today as they did before Darwin’s Origin of Species was pub- 
lished. His most important objection to it, the need for design even in chaos as 
stated above, is reformulated as the Darwinists’ ignorance of the science of 
mechanics, which demands ‘the ascertaining of laws within given boundary 
conditions.”’® Such boundary conditions are present everywhere in nature. 
They are given and not derivable from laws. They do not exist separately from 
the overall boundary conditions set by the totality of beings in nature. Finally, 
much as with Godel’s famous theorem in mathematics, no given set of 
individual boundary conditions can be done in its own terms, but only in the 
terms of a more general set.!° Jaki concludes: 
These sets form a hierarchical structure in respect of which . . . infinite 
regress is forbidden. . . by the fact that the universe has, in its structure 
if not in its extent, an overall boundary condition. Since this overall 
boundary condition is not self-explaining, it is legitimate to look for its 
givenness in a factor which, since the universe embodies all that is 
physical, can only be metaphysical with respect to the whole universe. 
That factor is not a super-designer or an engineer-in-chief, and much 
less a demiurge, but a Creator who alone is capable of producing a 
universe with that true mark of givenness, a contingency implying 
creation." 
With this chain of reasoning proceeding by strictly factual steps derived from 
the science of mechanics, Jaki reiterates the way to God from nature (that is, 
natural theology) based on the contingency of the cosmos. He correctly notes 
that, as others have also recognized, this way of contingency is the summary of 
the classical five proofs of St. Thomas Aquinas for the existence of God, “or any 
number of ways based on the contemplation of nature." The agreement of 
this modern scientific argument from contingency is not only congruent with 
Aquinas and natural theology, but also with the biblical dictum that “that 
which may be known of God is manifest to [men]; for God has showed it to 
them. For the invisible things of him from the creation of the world are clearly 
seen, being understood by the things that are made, even his eternal power 
and Godhead; so that they are without excuse.” (Romans 1:19-20) If one 
rejects the modern scientific argument from contingency implicit in the 
science of mechanics in order to exclude its simultaneous implications about 
the existence of God as stated in the Bible, one also wars against science. Thus 
T.H. Huxley, Darwin's “Bulldog,” ‘endorsed the notion of a cyclic universe, 
now developing, now degenerating, a notion which, it is well to recall, became 
the blind alley for science in all ancient cultures.”'? This same notion under the 
name of “oscillating universe” is now an increasing fantasy of some scientists 
wishing to shore up the eternity of a self-contained universe, complete with 
aeons of evolution, in the face of the two laws of thermodynamics. Jaki renders 
a detailed account of this novel and anti-scientific development in the conclud- 
ing chapter of Science and Creation. 
The idea of eternal recurrences of the universe was also shared by the 
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German idealist philosophers Fichte, Schelling and Hegel, and “Naturphiloso- 
phie” descending from their thought. Jaki traces the tie between it and the 
Nazis: 
It was no coincidence that Naturphilosophie saw a strong revival a 
century or so later among the exponents of Nazi ideology. Nor was the 
swastika chosen without full recognition of the fact that throughout 
classical antiquity it served as the chief symbol of eternal recurrence.'* 
Less well known is the fact that the Hegelian left, the Marxists, also shared 
belief in eternal recurrence. Friedrich Engels loathed the physicist R. Clausius 
who had formulated the second law of thermodynamics in 1865. For Engels, 
Clausius, entropy, and the heat-death of the universe meant one and the 
same thing. . . They represented the most palpable threat to the mate- 
rialistic pantheism of the Hegelian left for which the materia/ universe 
was and still is the ultimate, ever active reality. Engels made no secret 
about the fact that the idea of a universe returning cyclically to the same 
configuration was a pivotal proposition within the conceptual frame- 
work of Marxist dialectic. He saw the whole course of science reaching 
in Darwin's theory of evolution the final vindication of the perennial 
recurrence of all, as first advocated by the founders of Greek philosophy.'> 
Engels admitted that the reutilization of the heat dissipated by entropy was a 
problem, but felt certain that an answer would be found.'® Jaki shows the 
same cosmological views in the work of another Marxist socialist, the French- 
man Louis Auguste Blanqui, whose book L’éternité par les astres (1872) 
defended an infinite and endless universe of eternal recurrences. For him 
the world was in reality an infinite chaos with infinite variations, of 
which many were identical repetitions. In the cosmic eternity as pictured 
by Blanqui there was no direction but only resignation if not despair. It is 
by showing this, perhaps unintentionally, that Blanqui performed a 
cultural and scientific service. The rambling and agitated pages of the 
L‘éternite par les astres certainly convey the hardly intended message 
that the notion of a creation out of nothing is the only logical founda- 
tion of a confidently rational attitude toward the cosmos and man’s 
place in it.'® 
Jaki’s discussion of Blanqui is but one example of many where he acquaints 
the reader with historical facts overlooked or even misrepresented by non- 
theistic scholars. Another notable instance is the lack of attention paid to 
Olbers’ Paradox in the defense of supposedly scientific belief in an infinite 
universe. From Newton to Einstein, this paradox of the dark night sky, when in 
such a universe “the skies should be blazing at each point day and night with 
an infinite brilliance,’ was neglected.'® Yet another instance is the correction 
of historiography with regard to the alleged “darkness” of medieval culture, 
amended after the 1881 publication of the notebooks of Leonardo da Vinci 
They reveal “not only astonishing flights of fancy, blueprints of wondrous 
machines, anticipations of some laws of Newton’s physics, but also a devout 
reverence for the Creator, an evangelical piety, anda revulsion against magic, 
astrology, and necromancy.'?° 
Jaki asserts that modern science became fruitful by “adopting an epistemo- 
logical median, the common basis of the road of science and of the ways to 
God.” He states that neither “Cartesian a priorism rooted ina spurious natural 
theology” nor Baconian empiricism, but only “a conception of the mind's role 
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which transcended empiricism without being trapped in a priorism” could 
pave the way for scientific advances.?' At this point he may be reading too 
much into Newton's Principia. Yet even if the truth of his analysis were 
granted, one would need to make sure that the mind's role would not become 
so unrestrained as to work from mere subjectivism. In such an event, Jaki’s 
“epistemological median” would militate against his own fundamental thesis, 
theistic creation as the basis for the development of modern science. In 
addition, a tendency to mere subjectivism in the mind cannot help but cast 
doubt upon the truth value of scientific research. The emphasis by some 
modern philosophers of science upon the mind’s inescapable “psychological 
set” while doing research”? as well as reflection upon historical reversals in 
assumptions about science have led to the contemporary view that all scien- 
tific theories can be only probabilistic. Hence today’s admirers of Einstein, for 
example, including Jaki, do not praise his relativistic cosmology as “true,” but 
merely as more probable or more inclusive than the mechanistic cosmology of 
Newton. Jaki does not really come to grips with this development, and in 
particular with the implications of the ‘‘psychological set” proposition of philo- 
sophy. Imre Lakatos has expressed this proposition most rigorously, pointing 
out that ‘there are and can be no sensations unimpregnated by expectations 
and therefore there is no natural (i.e psychological) demarcation between 
observational and theoretical propositions.”?% This line of reasoning breaks 
down the dividing line between man as “subject” and nature as “object” of 
knowledge, and is therefore in closer conformity with Jaki’s greatest abhor- 
rence, a monistic-pantheist world view, than with his own premises of theistic 
creation out of nothing and natural theology. 

The trouble with Jaki is his excessive reliance upon the reliability of man’s 
reason. He is honest enough to cite the great scientist and Christian Blaise 
Pascal's reservations regarding natural theology, and especially against the 
trustworthiness of man’s mind, based on Pascal's recognition of man’s “fallen 
reality” (due to man’s sin against God).?4 In view of man’s fallenness, not less 
restraint by a “a priorism’ and empirical data (Jaki rightly objects to extreme 
empiricism and positivism), but more humility becomes man’s mind engaged 
in scientific research or in any dealings with reality. Such humility would 
safeguard man’s awareness of contingency upon the Creator and his works, 
which, as Jaki shows so well, made modern science possible in the first place. 

At the same time, the historian of science should point out at this juncture 
that notwithstanding man’s fallenness, and notwithstanding the mind's “‘psy- 
chological set,’ modern scientific research has in fact produced results which 
all men (except solipsists) would call objectively true, such as the first and 
second laws of thermodynamics, life coming only from life, and so on. Applied 
science teems with inventions made possible by that research, which conform 
to true reality in that they “work” and have made the lives of all mankind easier 
than in antiquity. That this is so should serve as a pointer to the Creator's 
character as merciful and loving, and not only rational. Of course the achieve- 
ments of science, including those made even in antiquity, in dealing with given 
reality confirm the cosmology of theistic creation. In antiquity as now, the 
Creator is kind even to those who deny him. This is why readers of Jaki might 
wish he had argued for theistic creation not merely from contingency (natural 
theology) appealing exclusively to reason, and leading at most to a mental 
concept of God. He might also have referred to some of the multitude of ways, 
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or instances, in which men may personally meet the living, really existing 
Creator and Redeemer Himself. Thus, for example, Blaise Pascal met Him in 
the night of November 23, 1654, as documented by his written memorial of 
that historical event. A historian of science might have included this event ina 
discussion of ‘the ways to God” at least in a footnote. However, the God thus 
met ina living way is the God of the Bible, of “Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and of 
Jesus Christ,” to be found and kept” only through the Gospel,” and not the 
uncertain concept-God of ‘‘philosophers and learned men” (Pascal Memor- 
ial).2° Perhaps a theist creationist, wedded to “‘higher critical” denial of the 
certainty, that is, inerrancy, of the biblical record (especially Genesis), and 
primarily concerned with appealing to human reason through natural theol- 
ogy, simply could not afford to enter into such a matter. Yet one cannot help 
believing that here lies the foundation of that view of the world “‘as an objective 
and orderly entity investigable by the mind because the mind too[is] an orderly 
and objective product of the. . . Creator,” which Jaki set out to defend in the 
first place. 

To sum up, Jaki is a convinced believer in the original creation of the 
universe out of nothing by the God of Christianity. He is not, however, an 
adherent of the modern creationist movement and its acceptance of the Bible, 
in particular the book of Genesis, as the inerrant record of God's revelation to 
man. In his most important work dealing with the overall history of science and 
the unique birth of modern science between 1250 and 1650 in the Christian 
West, he argues that only belief in the Creator God of the Bible as an absolutely 
transcendent and rational lawgiver made this birth possible, because it alone 
gave man confidence in a rational universe. By exhaustive historical research 
of all ancient cultures as well as the development of scientific advances since 
the high middle ages he plausibly undergirds his thesis. The chief flaw in his 
approach is his excessive reliance upon and exclusive appeal to man’s reason, 
to which he assigns a quasi-autonomous role at least by implication. Neverthe- 
less the prodigious scope of his historical scholarship amply rewards any 
student of his excellent work, and it glaringly exposes the conceptual fallacies 
and stifling effects of all monist-pantheist cosmologies. 


NOTES 

1 Stanley L. Jaki, Science and Creation (New York: Science History Publica- 
tions, 1974), viii. 

2 Ibid., p. 20. 

3 Stanley L. Jaki, The Road of Science and the Ways to God (Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, 1978), p. 242. 

4 Planck, who introduced the quantum theory of energy to the scientific world 
in December 1900, was the grandson and great-grandson of Lutheran 
theologians. Throughout his life he clung to a vague religiosity which 
included certain Christian formalities. However, when his beloved son, 
Erwin, was executed by the Nazis in 1944, he wrote a friend that what 
helped him in this tragic grief was his “faith in the Almighty and All-good” 
implanted in him since childhood. Nevertheless, when near death and 
informed of a rumor that he had been converted to Catholicism, he wrote to 
an atheist inquirer: “While from youth on | was deeply attuned to the 
religious, | do not believe in a personal God, let alone in a Christian God.” 
lbid., pp. 166, 179. 


23 


As for Einstein, he made a number of “‘theistic’’ remarks implying cosmic 
order by design, such as his famous quip about God not playing dice to Nils 
Bohr at the Solvay Congress of 1927. In 1952 he wrote a friend that he 
thought the comprehensibility of the world was a miracle or “an eternal 
mystery” because the success of scientific theories presupposed “in the 
objective world a high degree of order, which we are in no way entitled to 
expect a priori.’ He added, however, that he saw no “‘legitimate way of 
getting any further. | have to add the last point explicitly, lest you think that 
weakened by age | have fallen into the hands of priests.” Ibid., pp. 208, 
192-3 

Jaki draws the obvious conclusion that Einstein “perceived that such a 
train of thought was not only a road of science but it also came dangerously 
close to turning at the end into a way to God.” Ibid., p. 193. 

5 Ibid, p. 287. 

® Ibid 

7 Ibid, p. 288. 

8 Ibid. According to Jaki, this statement is found in the Encyclopédie fran¢aise, 
tome 5. Les étres vivants (Paris: Societe de Gestion de |’Encyclopédie 
franGaise, 1937), pp. 82-88. The editing of this volume was directed by P. 
Lemoine, R. Jeannee, and P. Allorge, all professors at the Museum de Paris. 
Ibid, n 44, p. 442. 

8 Ibid., p. 290. 

1° Ibid, pp. 291-292, and n. 59, p. 444. Also see Ernest Nagel and James R. 
Newman, Godel’s Proof (New York University Press, Eighth Printing 1973). 

" Ibid., p. 292. 

12 Ibid 

13 |bid.. p. 295. 

14 Jaki, Science and Creation, p. 311. On the swastika, Jaki gives the following 
specific information: “The great champion of Buddhism, King Asoka (c. 269 
B.C -c.232 B.C.) had all his monuments inscribed with the swastika, the 
classic symbol of cyclic returns, the original form of which probably con- 
sisted of the diagram of the bodies of two intertwined snakes, symbols of evil 
and pessimism. What the swastikas stated concisely about the cosmos and 
existence, the great Buddhist ascetical classics gave in detail.” Ibid., p. 11. 

15 Ibid., p. 312 

16 |bid., pp. 312-313, and n.51, p. 331 

‘7 |bid., p. 318. 

18 Ibid, p. 318-319. 

19 Ibid., p.315 Also see Stanley L. Jaki, 7he Paradox of O/bers’ Paradox (New 
York: Herder and Herder, 1969). 

20 Jaki, Science and Creation, p. 261. Also see Jaki, The Road of Science and 
the Ways to God, pp. 306, 316 

21 Jaki, The Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 90 

22 See especially Imre Lakatos and A. Musgrave, eds., Criticism and the 
Growth of Knowledge London: Cambridge University Press, 1970), p. 99. 

23 Ibid. 

24 Jaki, The Road of Science and the Ways to God, p. 314. 
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Christianity & Science 
Otto Scott 


We live in peculiar times. Times when the heirs of Christendom are not 
taught that Christianity created our civilization, nor what that meant — and 
means. They are guided into an admiration of science, without being taught 
that the emergence of the scientific method is precisely what distinguishes the 
Christian civilization from all others. 

Nor can it be said that Science is a recent Christian undertaking. Science 
did not begin even in the Reformation, though certainly the Reformers gave it 
great impetus. 

But Christendom was noted for its innovations and advances long before the 
sixteenth century. Fr. Robert D. Smith, writing in 7he Wanderer, noted that “in 
other cultures, in the East and in the New World, the native music was that of 
single melodies, a single man playing a sitar . . . (but) Polyphony, a central 
development in Western music, the idea that different concurrent melodies 
can be harmonized into one whole piece of music, the idea behind a band, a 
choir (in the Western sense), an orchestra, came from developments that 
started in Church music.” 

Medicine was another great area of Christian innovation. Sickness was 
regarded as a condition ordained by Fate in the Hindu and Buddhist religions: 
the sick were not to be disturbed. The Moslems thought that a sick man was 
impure, and should not be touched. In primitive areas, witch doctors wore devil 
masks, shook rattles and danced. Sometimes they achieved cures with roots 
and herbs; sometimes (as today) they provided poisons to unhappy wives or to 
ambitious rivals. Death and life were alike to witch doctors. 

Only in the Christian cultures, during the ages of faith, did dedicated individ- 
uals devote themselves to tending the sick. Hospitals are a Christian invention; 
they did not exist before Christianity. Their very name is Christian in origin. The 
dedication of Christians to the sick laid the foundations of modern medicine, 
benefitted everyone in the world — and are seldom, if ever, mentioned in 
histories or schools. All that is held aloft are errors from the Medieval period, 
misconceptions that in many instances were only corrected in very recent 
times, at enormous expense and with great difficulty. Yet a deliberate impres- 
sion has been created that Christianity is against the flesh. 

Because Christians believed that the universe is ordered, they created tools 
by which to measure Time and Space. Clocks, navigational aids, measures, 
optical advances, watermills and windmills, advances in boat building, tn 
architecture — who can overlook the Cathedrals? — were all contributions of 
Christianity. 

Yet more than one modern historian goes to extraordinary lengths to glide 
past the contributions of Christianity to hold aloft the innovations of Asia, 
especially China. Hugh Thomas, in his History of the World, excessively 
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praised by the critics, incessantly praises Asiatic peoples for their innovations, 
and describes Western inventions as “belated.” Not once does he refer to the 
odious tyrannies of Asia, the boundless executions, the frozen and static 
nature of virtually all Asian cultures before the advent of Christian mission- 
aries and merchants. 

Much the same practice is followed in our government schools: students are 
reminded, again and again that the Chinese discovered printing and gun- 
powder. Little is said of what they did with printing — which remained static 
until a Christian craftsman, (not a scholar, not an aristocrat, but the proprietor 
of a printing shop) developed — after experimentation — moveable type. Nor 
did gunpowder provide the Chinese with anything more than the material for 
firecrackers until the West developed it into uses in both war and peace. 

Hardly ever are students told that local self-government, in the form of 
parliaments, was a product of the Middle Ages and not of modernity; that 
scientific research into the properties of metals, that the development of 
corporations (a mental construct), that agricultural advances in Europe were 
pursued more energetically and carried farther than in any other region on 
earth. The individualism that rose in the West was unknown to all other 
cultures, and held repugnant in the ancient world. 

Our students are not told that orthodox Muslims in the 12th century (thenin 
the vast majority) decided that all scientific research was heretical and blas- 
phemous, and had it discontinued. Nor are students told inventions in other 
parts of the world, in non-Christian civilizations, were sporadic and virtually 
useless, since there was no infrastructure, no societal acceptance, by which 
they could be incorporated and advanced 

Schools do not teach that before the European nations could send their 
ships, merchants and missionaries around the world, to explore the oceans 
and map the islands and continents, Christianity had a thousand years of 
development. Instead, students are told about voyages of discovery (certainly 
discoveries to Europe) as though these were in some way an offense against 
civilizations too indolent, too inbred, too incurious, too self-centered to be 
curious about other inhabitants in the globe. They are even told that efforts to 
write the histories of these non-Christian nations constituted an injury to 
them, because European-biases were thus imposed upon other cultures. 

Yet no barriers existed against explorations by other civilizations; no fences 
prevented their historians from writing about the West from an observational 
vantage. The fact is that no neutral observer can deny that it was Christianity 
which broke the narrow bounds of separate civilizations and forced the entire 
globe and all its peoples into the advances and inventions, the discoveries and 
wisdom of the accumulated Christian centuries. 

The great spurt forward in scientific discoveries attendant upon the Refor- 
mation are described — without reference to the Christianity that promoted 
and buttressed them. Scientific historians are aware, but seldom dwell, upon 
the deeply Christian nature of the early scientific societies and associations. 
And even today, that the great majority of scientists are Christian remains a 
secret from the general public and students in our universities. 


— Reprinted from Chalcedon Report, P.O. Box 158, Vallecito, California 95251. 
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The “Conversion” of Leo Tolstoy 
Ellen Myers 


In the late 1870s Count Leo Tolstoy (1828-1910), author of the great novels 
War and Peace andAnna Karenina, underwent a severe inward crisis. His life, 
the existence of all mankind and the universe, seemed completely futile to him 
He overcame his despondency by thinking his way through to a religion of “the 
infinite’’ as God, and morality demanding simplicity of daily life, non-violence, 
and the abolition of government, church, science and industry. He spoke of this 
development as his conversion. However, his extensive diaries kept between 
1847 and his death, and his Confession, the record of his crisis and conversion, 
show that both before and afterwards his all but exclusive and obsessive 
concern was with his own self. 

Let us observe Tolstoy's crisis and “conversion” in detail through his Con- 
fession. He was brought up in the Russian Orthodox Christian faith, but had 
lost it by the time he attended the university. He says this was usual among 
educated people, for whom ‘religious doctrine [was only] an external pheno- 
menon disconnected from life.’’' He vaguely believed in an undefined God and 
devoted himself to physical, mental and social self-perfection. In his circle 
worldly ambitions and desires were respected and moral goodness despised 
He says that he later acquired from his fellow writers ‘abnormally developed 
pride and an insane assurance that it was my vocation to teach men, without 
knowing what.’? He found this same belief among the leading and learned 
men of Western Europe, together with faith in “progress” expressed in evolu- 
tionist terms: ‘Everything evolves and | evolve with it: and why [this is so] will 
be known some day.’’? Only when Tolstoy tried to teach the peasant children 
on his country estate did he realize that he could not do so without knowing 
what to teach. This impasse, he says, might have brought him “‘to the state of 
despair | reached fifteen years later,’ had it not been for his happy marriage 
and family life, and his writing to gain wealth and applause. His “only truth” 
was then that “one should live so as to have the best for oneself and one’s 
family.”® 

Then his inward crisis began. At first rarely, then more and more often he 
was perplexed and dejected by the questions why he lived, and what he lived 
for. He would dismiss them from his mind, but later understood that they were 
important and had to be resolved. In the midst of his daily affairs he would 
suddenly wonder what it all mattered, and 

My life came toa standstill. . . the truth was that life is meaningless 
And it was then that I, a man favoured by fortune, hid a cord from myself 
lest | should hang myself. . . and | ceased to go out shooting with a gun 
lest | should be tempted by so easy a way of ending my life.® 
He came to see life as a stupid and spiteful joke played on him by “someone, 
even though “I did not acknowledge a ‘someone’ who created me.” Sickness 
and death, ‘stench and worms’ would come; ‘my affairs. . . willbe forgotten, 
and | shall not exist. Then why go on making any effort?’ All the joys of life 
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including family and art could soothe him only “when in the depth of my soul! 
believed that my life had a meaning.’® 

Tolstoy sought an answer in natural science. It only spoke of the overall 
change and evolution of infinitely small particles in infinite space, time and 
complexity, entirely missing the point. As for the social sciences, in particular 
philosophy, they could only admit they had no answer. In view of this dead end 
to human inquiry after life’s ultimate purpose, Tolstoy, quoting Socrates, 
Schopenhauer, the book of Ecclesiastes and Buddha, reaffirmed that life is evil 
and absurd, and that death and nothingness are preferable to it. 

At this crucial point Tolstoy, though clinging to his faith in reason, felt that 
perhaps the masses of simple, uneducated people were wiser than he: 

It was like this: |, my reason, have acknowledged that life is senseless. If 

there is nothing higher than reason (and there is not: nothing can prove 

that there is), then reason is the creator of life for me... . How can 

reason deny life when it is the creator of life? . . . 

The reasoning showing the vanity of life. . . has long been familiar to 
the very simplest folk; yet they have lived and still live. How is it they all 
live and never think of doubting the reasonableness of life?® 

Having humbled himself in going to the simple and uneducated, Tolstoy 
asserted that they received the meaning of life in “irrational knowledge,” and 
that irrational knowledge is faith, that very thing which | could not but 
reject. It is God, One in Three; the creation in six days; the devils and 
angels, and all the rest that | cannot accept as long as | retain my reason 

there — in faith — was nothing buta denial of reason, which was yet 

more impossible for me than a denial of life.'° 
This categorical rejection of the Triune God and Creator of the Bible is in itself 
unreasonable, for itis a rejection of possible rational testing. Might not Tolstoy 
have reasoned something like this: ‘Perhaps these simple believers are not so 
irrational as | think, and the God they believe in and pray to really does exist. 
How can | test this?” Then he might have done as did an unbelieving Chinese 
professor of psychology who was urged by a Christian friend to pray. 'O God, if 
there is no God, then my prayer is useless and I have prayed in vain; but if there 
isa God, then somehow make me knowit.”’ The professor then asked himself: 

Am | willing to admit to[my students] that | have been wrong all the time? 

| weighed this up carefully, but nevertheless | felt | had to be honest 

about it. For if, after all, there really was a God, | would be a fool not to 

believe in Him! 

So | knelt down and prayed; and as | prayed | just knew there was a 
God. . . Then! remembered the Gospel of John that | had read, and how 
itseemed to be written by an eye-witness, and! knew that if that was so, 
then Jesus was the Son of God — and | was saved!!! 

Tolstoy, however, did not test the Christians’ belief, or his own unbelief. He 
reasoned instead that the solution lay in “a relation between the finite and the 
infinite’’ which was the center of faith '? Faith itself he defined as ‘a knowl- 
edge of the meaning of human life in consequence of which man does not 
destroy himself but lives.”'? He felt the people of his circle led useless, parasitic 
lives, whereas the poor, the simple and the uneducated lived as one should, 
even though superstitions were mixed with their truths. By this standard he 
felt he was bad, “and to feel myself to be good was for me more important and 
necessary than for two and two to be four.’ Attempting to define his relations 
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to God, he again denied that God is “‘the Creator and Preserver.”’ feeling this 
concept made him dejected and took away what he needed to live. Then he 
“became terrified and began to pray to Him whom! sought. . . But the more | 
prayed the more apparent it became to me that He did not hear me. . .“'5 This 
experience was repeated many, many times. Having first rejected the God of 
Scripture, Tolstoy received no answer from “Him whom | sought,” that ts, not 
the transcendent, sovereign, personal God whom he loathed, but a vague deity 
of his own desire. His experience was of necessity that of the priests of Baal at 
Mount Carmel (I Kings 18:26-29). 

Finally Tolstoy thought out his solution: “Live seeking God, and then you will 
not live without God.” He felt that this formulation, whose lack of logic and 
reason he never saw, was the same as his childhood belief that he should live 
in accord with “that Will which produced me. . . | can find the expression of 
that Willin what humanity. . . has produced for its guidance.’"'® The meaning 
of life was to “save [one’s] soul, and to save his soul he must live ‘godly’ and to 
live ‘godly’ he must renounce all the pleasures of life, must labour, humble 
himself, suffer, and be merciful.’"7 

With this conclusion Tolstoy arrived in essence at the religion he was to 
practice and preach the rest of his life. He called it “Christianity,”’ but designed 
itas a combination of all he considered reasonable in all religions and philoso- 
phies. He denied Christ's deity and resurrection, all miracles and the super- 
natural, and rewrote the Gospels accordingly. He insisted man must perfect 
himself by his own unaided efforts, and saw prayer as ‘‘calling forth in oneself 
the divine element while renouncing. . . all which can distract one’s feelings, 
[and] testing oneself, one’s actions, one’s desires . . . according to the highest 
demands of the soul.’"'8 His followers were mostly educated people like him- 
self, and most were unhappy at heart as was he. His later diaries abundantly 
prove that his inner misery after his “conversion” was outwardly due to his 
family’s refusal to share his new ascetic moralism, but inwardly and chiefly to 
his daily and hopeless failure to perfect himself despite continuous, sincere 
and scrupulous efforts. At first he briefly rejoined the Orthodox Church and 
diligently observed its rituals as the peasant believers did. However, when he 
received Communion for the first time after many years, he “felt a pain in my 
heart’; only his determined ‘‘feeling of self-abasement and humility” helped 
him endure it, and he “could not go a second time.”'® The Orthodox Church 
excommunicated him in 1901, a belated acknowledgment of his apostasy 

Tolstoy's Confession shows that he was in no way converted away from his 
own self, certainly not to the sovereign, transcendent (‘‘other-than-self’’) Crea- 
tor and Redeemer of the Bible whom he rejected with all his heart, soul, mind, 
and strength. Instead, he was “converted” from periodical to full-time, single- 
minded dedication to his own self and its moral perfection by his own efforts. In 
that self-willed “goodness” without the grace of God he could not but fail, and 
did fail. ‘‘All things work for harm to them that do not love God," a paraphrase 
of Romans 8:28, is borne out by his unconverted later life. 
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Fool Food 


Timothy Deshler 


All living organisms (both the micro and the jumbo) 
Evolved spontaneously in some bowl of primordial gumbo. 
Blind Chance and Mother Nature couldn’t have been prouder 
When they tasted the concoction of this haphazard chowder. 
They didn’t use a recipe; they made it all from scratch, 
It was some chance ingredient that made the pieces match, 
Perhaps a magic dumpling or some twisted noodle in the soup 
Whose dupelicating properties brought forth the living troop, 
From simple into complex forms, from soup into thick stew 
From borscht to solid pudding that is difficult to chew. 
So take your spoon and tap the bowl and hear it ringing hollow, 
You'll find the broth impossible to digest as well as hard to swallow. 


Timothy Deshler receives his mail at 412 E. Wellington # A, Santa Ana, California 92701. 
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Book Review 


Jerry Bergman, Ph.D., The Criterion, with a Preface by Attorney Wendell R. 
Bird. Onesimus Publishing, 6245 Newton Avenue South, Richfield, MN 
55423, 1985, Pb., 80 pp. including Appendix and Bibliography. Single copy, 
$6.95 ppd. Quantity prices available. 


This hard-hitting report substantiates the widespread discrimination prac- 
ticed today by fanatical evolutionists in positions of power in the American 
academic establishment. This discrimination in the name of “professional” or 
“scientific’’ dead-orthodoxy wedded to obsolete Darwinist evolutionism 
amounts to persecution of Bible-believing Christians in general, and the hated 
creationists in particular. Case after case is cited in which a teacher's or a 
student's candidly professed Christian-creationist beliefs led to his or her loss 
of esteem — the mildest form of discrimination — or, yes, to loss of job, 
livelihood, degree, and lifetime career. The incredible details of denial of 
university tenure to the author himself are narrated by Luther D. Sunderlandin 
the Appendix, fittingly entitled “First Amendment Free Exercise Guarantees 
Are a Joke.” 

Perhaps even more significant than the numerous instances in which the 
names and circumstances of persecuted Christian believers are given are the 
many others where believing university professors, high school teachers and 
college students refused to let their names be used out of fear that this might 
hurt them. There is no recourse in America from wrongs suffered by a 
Christian/creationist academician at the hand of his peers because the First 
Amendment, for Christians, “is not taken seriously by the government or the 
courts whose duty it is to enforce it.” (Sunderland, p. 60) The American Civil 
Liberties Union, of course, has never intervened on the side of Christians. In 
one instance it did briefly defend a Delaware school teacher officially notified 
by her public school system that “‘due to your religious position, your teaching 
contract will not be renewed,” but then dropped out of the case, leaving the 
family without any legal protection and actually out of work and in physical 
want for several months (pp. 36-7). Dr. Bergman expressly does not resort toa 
blanket condemnation of all ACLU members, pointing out that his own father 
“was an ACLU member almost since its beginning” (p. 38). 

Do not allow your righteous anger at the situation to ebb away under the 
press of other concerns and everyday affairs. In actively intervening now on 
behalf of our brothers and sisters persecuted for our common faith by the 
evolutionist dead-orthodox academic powers-that-be, we intervene for the 
protection and enforcement of academic freedom and free thought and speech 
of ourselves, our children and our grandchildren. Christian students, teachers 
and professors should not have to go underground to survive professionally in 
any educational institution, private or public, in a country priding itself on 


liberty and justice for all, under God. 
— Reviewed by Ellen Myers 
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The Season Of Giving 


Mary Tenbrink 


Outside snowflakes flutter 
from heavenly winds 
A crackling fire warms the home 
reflections of red, green, and blue 
dance from pine tree arms 
Packages fill below 
Christ is our gift 
bought with His blood 


Now our turn has come 
to give to Him. 
Giving to those 
who cannot reach the stars. 
A warm plate of food 
a song of cheer 
unraveling packages 
with the Lamb of the living. 
Jesus’ Spirit touches 
our heart 
with perfect love 
perfect peace 
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Clip and mail to: CREATION SOCIAL SCIENCE 
AND HUMANITIES SOCIETY 
1429 N. Holyoke 
Wichita, Kansas 67208 


O Enclosed is my payment of $12* for Sustaining Membership dues. | sub- 
scribe to the Creation Social Science and Humanities Society's Statement 
of Belief: 

1. The Bible is the written Word of God. It is inspired and inerrant throughout. 
Its assertions are historically and scientifically true in all the original auto- 
graphs. To the student of the social sciences and humanities this means 
that the account of origins in Genesis is a factual presentation of simple 
historical truths. 

2. All basic types of living things, including man, were made by direct creative 
acts of God during the Creation Week described in Genesis. Whatever 
biological changes have occurred since Creation Week have accomplished 
only changes within the original created kinds. 

3. The great Flood described in Genesis, commonly referred to as the Noa- 
chian Flood, was an historic event worldwide in its extent and effect. 

4. We are an organization of Christian men and women who accept Jesus 
Christ as our Lord and Saviour. The account of the special creation of Adam 
and Eve as one man and woman in the image of God and their subsequent 
fall into sin is the basis for our belief in the necessity of a Saviour for all 
mankind. Therefore, salvation can come only through accepting Jesus 
Christ as our Saviour. 


Date: 








Signature: 





Address: 





City: State ZIP 








*($13 U.S. if you reside outside the USA). 


O Enclosed is non-member subscription fee of $14 (foreign, $15 U.S.) for one 
year’s subscription to the CSSH Quarterly (to run through September 
1987). 

Mail to: 





Name 





Address 





City 





State Zip 








Copyright 1986 by Creation Social Science and Humanities Society, Inc. All rights reserved. 
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